Trying to Outrun a Speeding Environment: Developing “High-velocity” Strategic DSS Evaluation Criteria by Ladd, D. Alan et al.
Association for Information Systems
AIS Electronic Library (AISeL)
AMCIS 2010 Proceedings Americas Conference on Information Systems(AMCIS)
8-2010
Trying to Outrun a Speeding Environment:
Developing “High-velocity” Strategic DSS
Evaluation Criteria
D. Alan Ladd
Washington State University, darin.ladd@email.wsu.edu
Avimanyu Datta
Washington State University, adatta@wsu.edu
Suprateek Sarker
Copenhagen Business School, sarker@cbs.dk
Follow this and additional works at: http://aisel.aisnet.org/amcis2010
This material is brought to you by the Americas Conference on Information Systems (AMCIS) at AIS Electronic Library (AISeL). It has been accepted
for inclusion in AMCIS 2010 Proceedings by an authorized administrator of AIS Electronic Library (AISeL). For more information, please contact
elibrary@aisnet.org.
Recommended Citation
Ladd, D. Alan; Datta, Avimanyu; and Sarker, Suprateek, "Trying to Outrun a Speeding Environment: Developing “High-velocity”
Strategic DSS Evaluation Criteria" (2010). AMCIS 2010 Proceedings. 15.
http://aisel.aisnet.org/amcis2010/15
Ladd et al.   “High-velocity” Strategic DSS Evaluation 
Proceedings of the Sixteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Lima, Peru, August 12-15,  2010. 1 
Trying to Outrun a Speeding Environment:  Developing 
“High-velocity” Strategic DSS Evaluation Criteria 
D. Alan Ladd 
Washington State University 
Darin.Ladd@email.wsu.edu 
Avimanyu Datta 
Washington State University 
adatta@wsu.edu 
 
Suprateek Sarker 
Copenhagen Business School 
sarker@cbs.dk 
 
ABSTRACT 
This research develops 45 evaluation criteria for “high-velocity” strategic Decision Support Systems (DSS), and uses them to 
evaluate 16 popular commercial DSS tools for their fit in supporting “high-velocity” strategic decision-making.  Results 
illustrate the assertion that few currently-available DSS tools support “high-velocity” strategic decision requirements.  Based 
on the findings, the authors recommend further investigation into the importance of configuration on fit between a DSS tool 
and its environment, and ultimately, recommend designing DSSs that are configurable in the ways outlined herein. 
Keywords 
Decision support systems, strategic decisions, strategic use of it, information systems evaluation 
INTRODUCTION 
A “high-velocity” environment is one “in which there is rapid and discontinuous change in demand, competitors, technology 
and/or regulation, such that information is often inaccurate, unavailable, or obsolete” (Bourgeois and Eisenhardt, 1988, p. 
816).  While previous evidence suggests that “high-velocity” strategic decision-making environments are industry-specific 
(for example:  computing, banking, airlines), recent events in the mortgage, financial, and automobile industries (Gjerstad 
and Smith, 2009) suggest that:  1) “high-velocity” environments can arise in any industry, and 2)  the domains of strategic 
planning (Farjoun, 2002) and real-time decision-making (Beroggi and Wallace, 1997) are beginning to merge.  In such 
environments, the ability to decrease decision cycles, or to make better decisions themselves when confronted with time and 
market pressures, may represent sources of competitive advantage (Barney, 1991; Reed and DeFillippi, 1990). 
Considering the strengths of computer-based decision support systems (DSS)1 in augmenting human reasoning capabilities 
and supplementing human weaknesses, one might imagine that the use of such tools would be pervasive amongst strategic 
decision-makers.  Unfortunately, recent evidence points to a lack of serious use of DSS among strategic decision-makers; 
instead, they often voice a strong preference for making decisions “using the gut” (Wailgum, 2009).  Further evidence points 
to inconsistent results of DSS tool usage on decision quality (Aldag and Power, 1986; Dennis, Wixom, and Vandenberg, 
2001; Limayem, Banerjee, and Ma, 2006).  Is this because DSSs are incompatible with strategic decisions (Mahmood, 
Courtney, and Burns, 1983), because they are too “brittle” to adapt to changing environments (Kottemann, Boyer-Wright, 
Kincaid, and Davis, 2009; P. Smith, McCoy, and Layton, 1997; Mahmood et al., 1983; Mendonca, 2007; Pearson and Shim, 
1995; Owens and Philippakis, 1995), or simply that it is difficult to find the right fit between DSS, user, and decision task in 
an environment that is non-recursive (thus, defeating the ability to adapt described by Fuller and Dennis, 2009)?   
These considerations are of great importance to an organization considering evaluation of a current or proposed DSS; 
therefore, this research develops balanced (between theory and practice) evaluation criteria, for “high-velocity” strategic 
DSS.  It first defines “high-velocity” strategic decision-making key components.  Next, it outlines how DSS configuration 
may be used to support these “high-velocity” strategic decision-making key components, and derives a list of “high-velocity” 
strategic DSS requirements which can be used to evaluate DSS tools.  Finally, it uses the list of “high-velocity” strategic DSS 
requirements to evaluate 16 existing commercial DSS tools for their fit in supporting high-velocity strategic decision-making. 
                                                          
1
 The DSS definition assumed in this paper is that offered by Silver (1991, p. 19):  “. . . a computer-based information system 
that affects or is intended to affect how people make decisions” [emphasis added].  Powers (2002) expands this definition by 
creating a taxonomy (used in Appendix B) to describe the types of systems available to support various decision processes. 
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“HIGH-VELOCITY” STRATEGIC DECISION-MAKING KEY COMPONENTS 
Gorry and Scott Morton (1971) acknowledge that the boundaries between Anthony’s three organizational activity categories 
of operational control, management control, and strategic control are not always clear; however, it is useful to understand 
the distinction between them.  On one extreme, operational control concerns day-to-day operations, and requires well-defined, 
narrowly scoped information, usually fed frequently from internal sources.  Management control falls between the extremes, 
concerning itself with relatively routine problems in support of either operations or strategy, fed primarily through personal 
interaction.  Strategic control, or “strategic decision-making,” differs in terms of both scope (larger) and complexity (higher); 
adding the constraint of a “high-velocity” environment not only reduces decision cycle times, but interacts with scope and 
complexity in ways that may fundamentally alter decision criteria.  To further understand “high-velocity” strategic decision-
making, a comprehensive literature search (explained in a subsequent footnote) identified six components (see Table 1). 
1) Numerous 
Internal/external 
Stakeholders 
The unique mixture of internal, external and boundary issues covered implies a large number of 
process stakeholders.  Strategic control also requires unique information—particularly aggregate 
information from external sources.   
2) High-impact Decisions are far-reaching and high-risk, often concerning firm survival and prosperity; therefore, optimal first-pass decision quality is desirable. 
3) High-uncertainty 
The large number of variables involved creates uncertainty, further compounding strategic 
decisions.  "Because decision outcomes are not observable until the adjustment is made and the 
resulting effects are manifest, the manager may learn appropriate strategies over time but at the 
price of costly lag effects and mistakes” (Kottemann et al., 2009, p. 57) 
4) High-complexity 
Decisions 
Strategic decisions are unique when compared operational and management decisions in that they 
are more often nonprogrammed, unstructured, nonroutine, and infrequent by comparison, and may 
require support for entirely different cognitive processes.2  Unstructured decisions may require 
different managerial skills, for example analytical and reflective, versus communicative and 
procedural.   Nonroutine or infrequent decisions may have no existing precedent for problem 
search, design, or choice, and therefore require different managerial heuristics to frame/solve them.   
5) “High-velocity” 
Environment 
As suggested by Schumpeter (Nelson, 1991; Schumpeter, 1934), discontinuous change, however 
infrequent, is nonetheless devastating to firms failing to recognize or adequately respond.3 
6) Resource-limited 
Environment 
Due to the size and scope of the decisions, there are rarely enough resources available to test or 
implement multiple alternative strategies.  Further, the resources required to implement a single 
strategy are such that implementation must be carefully planned and deconflicted. 
Table 1:  “High-velocity Strategic Decision-making Key Components 
How does strategic decision-making occur in “high-velocity” environments?  First, it is likely that the types of decisions stay 
the same:  strategic decisions.  If one imagines a firm faced with discontinuous change, it is likely that decisions such as 
investment, alliances, and structure will still be required—evidenced by sweeping (yet strikingly different) responses of 
General Motors, Chrysler, and Ford to the recent “credit crisis.”  Second, recent evidence indicates that initial cues of 
impending “high-velocity” strategic challenges might be easily overlooked or misunderstood.  Failure to properly interpret 
these cues, or failure to orient to them in a timely manner, may lead to inefficient or improper solutions.  Third, Bourgeois 
and Eisenhardt (1988, p. 817) suggest that in “high-velocity” environments, “strategy is made piecemeal, adaptively, and in 
small increments, rather than comprehensively and in large, purposeful chunks,” because time horizons, and therefore 
information search functions, are compressed.  Uncertainty is increased, and action may be constrained.  The wait and see 
approach, as well as the me too approach, do not effectively address these environments; therefore, it is imperative to make 
                                                          
2
 Simon (1965) and March and Simon (1993) describe a continuum of executive decisions that range from programmed 
decisions, i.e., routine, to nonprogrammed decisions, i.e., novel, unstructured, and consequential.  Gorry and Scott Morton 
(1971) use the terms structured and unstructured in place of Simon’s terminology, and add that a fully structured decision is 
one that is structured throughout all phases of the decision making process, whereas a fully unstructured decision is one that 
is unstructured throughout all phases of the decision making process. 
3
 As evidenced by recent events in the housing, banking, and automobile markets, discontinuous change in one environment 
can spill-over into another, normally cyclical, environment.  It would appear that the effects of globalization may only 
increase this probability in the future. 
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strategic decisions “carefully, but quickly” (Bourgeois and Eisenhardt, 1988, p. 817).  Fourth, though problems may be 
unstructured, the decision-making process itself remains relatively constant; although it is important to note that within this 
framework different sub-routines may be required, and different cognitive processes supported (Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and 
Theoret, 1976).  Fifth, the effects of bounded rationality and satisficing behavior  (Simon, 1947, 1964) may be increased, 
encouraging use of pre-set routines of behavior, such as:   searching fully developed solutions, adopting practices of others, 
and identifying alternatives from available ideas, versus devising custom-made alternatives (Nutt, 2001, 1984; Mintzberg et 
al., 1976).  In other words, both time and cognitive resources are limited in a “high-velocity” environment. 
IMPORTANCE OF DSS CONFIGURATION 
In order to understand how “high-velocity” strategic decision-making key components translate into “high-velocity” strategic 
DSS requirements, it is useful to understand why these requirements are as much a function of elements of configuration as 
they are of discrete operators.  Because a DSS can both support and restrict the decision-making process, depending on the 
environment, configurable elements are necessary to adapt to those environments.  From the user’s perspective, there are four 
DSS configuration elements:  operators, navigational aids, adaptors, and sequencing rules (Silver, 1991b, p. 97): 
Operators perform the system’s basic information-processing activities, navigational aids help users 
choose operators, adaptors allow users to create or modify operators and navigational aids, and 
sequencing rules control when each of the other components can be invoked by the user. 
While the underlying functionality and elementary information processes that reside at the layer below the user view are 
likely to remain relatively constant over time (Bettman, Johnson, and Payne, 1990; Silver, 1991b), configuration of the user 
level through the use of these four basic elements provides a certain amount of restrictiveness that can either enhance or 
inhibit system use (Silver, 1991b).  For example, navigational aids may be optimized for decision speed over thoroughness—
making it more difficult to use in-depth functionality.  Therefore, from the user’s perspective, configuration is a primary 
consideration—and configuration is arguably task/environmentally-dependent. 
Another important point to make is that configuration is nested, or hierarchical.  Operators themselves support decisions, but 
they may be hidden or presented through using navigational aids.  Both navigational aids and operators may be sequenced to 
support a user or task.  Finally, adaptors, navigational aids, and sequences may be modified through the use of adaptors.  As 
shown in Figure 1, the problem is primarily one of fit between a DSS configuration and a “high-velocity” strategic decision 
requirement (shown by the two-headed arrows), with the decision-user-environment requirement driving the configuration 
support requested, and existing configuration reciprocally restricting the requirements that can be supported.  Further, each of 
the two primary elements of fit is nested, with the outer elements superseding inner ones. 
“High-velocity” 
Strategic Decision 
Requirement
DSS
Configuration
Restricts
Support
Requested
ADAPTORS
SEQUENCING
NAV-AIDS
ENVIRONMENT
USER
DECISION
OPERATORS
 
Figure 1:  Dimensions of Fit between DSS and Decision Requirements (adapted from Silver, 1991b, p. 118) 
In the inner rings, atomistic operators (e.g., retrieve, compile, compare, etc.) support atomistic decisions (e.g., higher/lower, 
buy/sell, etc.).  In the second set of rings, users utilize navigational aids to find the atomistic operators to support an 
individual decision.  Navigational aids support individual user requirements, and they can be sequenced in the third ring to 
better support user style or environmental necessity.  Finally, the environment may change such that the entire DSS must be 
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re-configured, either through changing the sequence of navigational aids or atomistic operators to support a new task, or by 
creating new sequences, navigational aids, or atomistic operators to support new decision-types. 
In a “high-velocity” strategic decision, it is likely that the use of sequencing or adaptors are of primary concern, because they 
give a DSS its ability to change to support user requirements, as well as new situations that might not have been considered 
by designers.  Finally, a DSS with a fixed set of operators, navigational-aids, and sequences can only support a finite number 
of possible decisions, users, and environments.  So, the degree of adaptability of a system is the primary driver of fit between 
DSS configuration and decision requirements. 
“HIGH-VELOCITY” STRATEGIC DSS REQUIREMENTS 
 As Beroggi and Wallace (1997, p. 745) put it, “when assessing reasoning logics embedded into DSSs, one must be careful to 
separate the effects of the reasoning logics from those of the DSS.”  If the four elements of configuration regulate the use of 
relatively stable DSS logics, then it is important to explore the reasoning logics required by a “high-velocity” strategic DSS.  
The intent of the second literature search was to explore the requirements generated by “high-velocity” reasoning logics.4 
As before, many of the requirements listed are not unique to “high-velocity” strategic decisions until one considers user and 
environmental factors.  For example, in a “high-velocity” strategic decision, it seems likely that configurational requirements 
will change based on the cognitive capabilities and user experience.  Second, as affirmed by Mahmoud (1983), range (short-
term) and criticality (impact on organization) are primary environmental concerns characterizing the “high-velocity” strategic 
environment.  In other words, depending on the range and criticality of a decision, different configurations may be required to 
support that decision.  It appears that “high-velocity” strategic decisions are also nested, or hierarchical:  decisions within 
individual users, and users within a decision environment.  Therefore, one may assert that it is not the elementary information 
processes that are of primary concern in a “high-velocity” strategic decision, but rather the interaction between DSS 
configuration and decision requirements (Eierman, Niederman, and Adams, 1995; Pearson and Shim, 1995; Goodhue and 
Thompson, 1995).  There are hundreds—or thousands—of possible combinations of configurations for a given decision, but 
one conclusion is inescapable, optimal decision outputs may be made more likely the higher the degree of fit between 
configuration and decision. 
IS THERE “FIT?” 
Realizing that fit as described above is inherently situational, we addressed a broader, more basic question:  do the current 
tools provided by vendors fit5 the generic requirements of a ‘high-velocity’ strategic decision?”  Stated otherwise, current 
tools provide the functionality required by a “high-velocity” strategic DSS?  The basis for this discussion is Appendix B.6  
This table explored 16 popular products in the market today, and categorized their ‘fit’ with each of the 45 DSS requirements 
as either “Y” for yes, “N” for no, and “C” for configurable.  In the case of a “yes,” the authors determined that the tool 
provided native support for the requirement, and in the case of a “configurable,” the authors determined that the tool provided 
the ability to configure the tool to support the requirement (though the level of difficulty in doing so was not determined). 
The results point to a few observations.  First, no single tool currently provides support for all the “high-velocity” strategic 
DSS requirements—in fact no single tool even comes close.  In 720 cells, 431 (60%) indicate “no fit,” 159 (22%) indicate 
“fit” and 130 (18%) indicate “configurable.”  This observation is important because it implies that current DSSs are not a 
“one-stop shop,” nor are they the only tool used to support current business decisions.  Second, tools seem to specialize on 
                                                          
4
 Appendix A shows the results of an extensive literature search balanced between practitioner and academic literature.  Of 
over 500 articles returned using the search terms, 49 (25 practitioner and 24 academic) were directly applicable to the search 
for “high-velocity” strategic DSS requirements.  After reading these articles and recording the essential requirements of a 
“high-velocity” strategic decision (there were six), the authors revisited the same documents to determine the essential 
elements of a “high-velocity” DSS.  Where applicable, the paradigm of DSS configuration was applied to the elements 
discovered, resulting in the final list of 45 essential requirements of a “high-velocity” DSS.  The authors then independently 
matched these DSS requirements to their decision requirements.  In 270 coding cases, the Cohen’s Kappa calculated between 
the two authors was .944—normally considered exceptional (Rosenthal and Rosnow, 2008).  After this coding exercise, the 
two authors met and resolved any discrepancies to produce the table provided. 
5
 The “fit” used in this context is “profile deviation” (Venkatraman, 1989), with the 45-item list representing the “profile.” 
6
 The authors reviewed vendor literature, comparing them to the 45 “high-velocity” strategic DSS requirements in Appendix 
A.  The 45 requirements are ordered by their count frequency in Appendix A (the column labeled “#”).  The 16 tools chosen 
are popular DSS tools, chosen for their representativeness of their taxonomical category described by Powers (2002, 2004). 
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one aspect of the process, e.g., communication, data mining, or simulation.  Tools that are strong in one area are often only 
strong in that area.  Third, six “high-velocity” strategic DSS requirements are not supported by any tool—and 16 
requirements are supported by fewer than three tools.  Of these 16 poorly-supported requirements, nearly all of them are 
critical components of the “high-velocity” and resource-limited aspects of “high-velocity” strategic decision making—
especially those that provide cognitive support to augment users’ deficiencies in these environments. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the above analysis, it appears that current DSS tools struggle to support “high-velocity” strategic decision-making 
environments.  Therefore, the following recommendations are offered to guide future DSS research and development: 
Recommendation 1:  Build a more comprehensive understanding of the current state of fit between DSS products 
and “high-velocity” strategic decision-making requirements. 
If current DSS technologies do not adequately support the requirements of strategic decision makers, then the obvious 
question this poses is why?  There are two main reasons this might be so.  First, it is possible that current technologies are not 
capable of modeling the complexities of the decisions made by strategic decision makers; in other words, the problem is a 
technology problem.  Second, it is possible that users are not able to adequately configure the systems they are provided 
with—a training problem.  Finally, it is possible that system designers do not understand the requirements of strategic 
decision makers; in other words, the problem is one of knowledge.  For analysts and strategic decision makers alike, it is 
important to understand the problem and its sources in order to address it. 
Recommendation 2:  Concentrate future research efforts on the concept of DSS configuration, and its fit with 
different decisions, users, and environments. 
Any lack of system flexibility inadvertently restricts the applicability of a DSS to a given decision task, and may result in 
inadvertent guidance that reduces decision quality.  Silver (1991b, p. 184) states that “if DSS designers understand how and 
when such [inadvertent] guidance can occur, they can take steps to avoid the unintended consequences, perhaps by offsetting 
them with deliberate guidance.” 
Recommendation 3:  Build future DSS systems that consider, and account for, the numerous changing 
environmental factors that may influence DSS configuration. 
Whether or not current DSS technologies support the requirements of strategic decision makers, it is important for systems 
analysts to understand their customers’ requirements.  In the case of “high-velocity” strategic decision-makers, changing 
environmental factors lead to the requirement that DSSs remain powerful, yet flexible.  As Keen notes (1980, p. 15): 
Users' concepts of the task or decision situation will be shaped by the DSS. The system stimulates learning 
and new insights, which in turn stimulate new uses and the need for new functions in the system. The 
unpredictability of DSS usage surely reflects this learning, which can be exploited only if the DSS evolves 
in response to it. 
CONCLUSION 
This research developed balanced evaluation criteria for “high-velocity” strategic DSS.  First, it defined “high-velocity” 
strategic decision key components.  Next, it used these components to derive a list of “high-velocity” strategic DSS 
requirements.  Finally, it used the evaluation criteria to evaluate existing DSS tools.  It found that current DSS tools may not 
sufficiently fit many of the needs of “high-velocity” strategic decisions.  Further, it proposed that the concept of fit should be 
a primary concern of DSS designers and evaluators, with the goal being decreased DSS brittleness.  This concern is echoed 
by Owens and Philippakis (1995, p. 167) discussing Knowledge-based DSS (KBDSS): 
However, as decision makers become dependent on KBDSS that integrate data and inductively derived 
rules, significant risks may occur if the system is unable to cope or adapt to new information.  Specifically, 
the use of decision rules that are not adapted to new information may result in poor decisions.  Over time, 
KBDSS must adapt to changes from the continuous environment.  The lack of change processes may result 
in brittle systems.  Within knowledge-based systems, brittleness has been defined as the inability to cope 
with unexpected problems. 
Indeed, we see this as the next frontier in DSS research:  not necessarily the ability to predict all possible contingencies of 
usage, but rather the ability of a DSS to maintain flexibility in its configuration such that, as these contingencies arise, users 
can quickly adapt the system to match situational requirements. 
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Appendix A:  Derivation of Balanced “High-velocity” Strategic DSS Requirements 
“High-velocity” Strategic Decision-making Key Components 8 
“High-velocity” Strategic DSS Requirements 7 
High-
velocity 
High- 
impact 
High-
uncertainty 
High-
complexity 
Numerous 
stakeholders 
Resource-
limited 
“What-if?” predictive modeling capabilities X X X X X X 
Ability to adapt/create navigational aids/menus X X X X X X 
Ability to adapt/create sequences X X X X X X 
Ability to re-sequence navigational aids/menus X X X X X X 
Balanced information (detail) X X X X X X 
Capture past decision processes for ref. (e.g., cog. maps) X X X X X X 
Decisional Guidance X X X X X X 
Drill-down capabilities/depth X X X X X X 
Efficient access/exploration of wide knowl. spectrum X X X X X X 
Future-oriented X X X X X X 
Informative/Suggestive X X X X X X 
Justification of solutions X X X X X X 
Predefined/adaptable alternatives (prev. identified) X X X X X X 
Predefined/adaptable heuristics (previously identified) X X X X X X 
Qualitative/quantitative synthesis X X X X X X 
Support for changing environments X X X X X X 
Idea generation support X X X X X X 
“Fit” between task and tools X  X X X X 
Triggers (pre-set conditions generating dec. request) X X X X  X 
“Single source of truth” (vice “many opposing views”) X  X X X X 
Ability to change view of operators X X  X X X 
Data must contain meta-information/searchable X X X X  X 
Thought support to augment search/identification X  X X X X 
Ability to re-sequence operators X X  X  X 
Ability to shift representations (e.g., meta-templates) X   X X X 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) X  X X X X 
Compare alternatives (e.g., linear programs/stochastic) 
  X X X X 
Dialogue and Collaboration Capabilities/Support X   X X X 
Easy to Use X   X X X 
Personalized (e.g., experience, org. level, decision scope) X   X X X 
Ability to adapt/create operators 
  X X X X 
Automated reports generation X  X X X  
Experimentation with variables (sensitivity analysis) 
  X X X X 
Distributed/web-based support X     X 
External-internal/balanced focus 
 X X  X  
Interactive/Flexible Modeling/Simulation 
  X X X  
Qualitative/quantitative data mixture 
  X X X  
Seamless integration (with other tools) X   X X X 
Trend analysis X  X X   
Data Management/Support X     X 
Decomposition into sub-problems 
  X X   
Low system latency X     X 
Scalability/personalizability/customizability 
  X X X  
Visualization/“Graphic Dashboards” X      
Web content management systems 
    X X 
                                                          
7
 Periodicals/Journals searched, 1990-2009 (topic:  “Strategic Decision”):  Government Executive, Chief Executive, 
Information Week, Air and Space Power Journal, Business Week, Wired, CIO, Computer World, KMWorld, e-week, 
Communications of the ACM, IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, IEEE Control Systems Magazine, IEEE 
Professional, IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, DSS, ACM SIGMIS Database, Dec. Sci., Grp. 
Decision/Negotiation, European Journal of Ops Research, IEEE Transactions on Systems, Man and Cybernetics (Part A). 
8
 Periodicals/Journals searched (topics:  “Decision Support,” AND “Strategic”):  same as for table 3. 
Ladd et al.   “High-velocity” Strategic DSS Evaluation 
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Appendix B:  Evaluation of 16 Vendor Packages Support for “High-velocity” Strategic DSS Requirements 
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Y C N 
“What-if?” predictive modeling capabilities 12 N N N N N N N N N Y Y N N N N N 2 0 14 
Ability to adapt/create navigational aids/menus 12 Y N Y Y Y Y N Y N N Y N N Y Y Y 10 0 6 
Ability to adapt/create sequences 12 N N N Y Y Y N Y N Y Y N Y Y Y Y 10 0 6 
Ability to re-sequence navigational aids/menus 12 Y N N Y Y Y N Y N N Y N Y Y Y Y 10 0 6 
Balanced information (detail) 12 N N N C C C C C N N N C C C C C 0 10 6 
Capture past decision processes for ref. (e.g., cog. maps) 12 N N N C N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 1 15 
Decisional Guidance 12 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 0 16 
Drill-down capabilities/depth 12 N N N C N C N C N N N C C C C N 0 7 9 
Efficient access/exploration of wide knowl. spectrum 12 N N N C C C C C N N N N C C N C 0 8 8 
Future-oriented 12 N N N N N N N N N Y Y N N N N N 2 0 14 
Informative/Suggestive 12 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 0 16 
Justification of solutions 12 N N N N N N N N N Y Y N Y N N N 3 0 13 
Predefined/adaptable alternatives (prev. identified) 12 N N N N N N N N N N N N N Y N N 1 0 15 
Predefined/adaptable heuristics (previously identified) 12 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 0 16 
Qualitative/quantitative synthesis 12 N N N N N N N N N N N Y N N N N 1 0 15 
Support for changing environments 12 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 0 16 
Idea generation support 11 N Y Y N N N N N N N N N N N N N 2 0 14 
“Fit” between task and tools 10 C C C C C C C C N C C C C C C C 0 15 1 
Triggers (pre-set conditions generating dec. request) 10 C N N C C C N N N N N C N N N N 0 5 11 
“Single source of truth” (vice “many opposing views”) 9 N N N N C C N C N N N N C N N C 0 5 11 
Ability to change view of operators 9 N N N Y Y Y Y Y N Y Y N N Y N N 8 0 8 
Data must contain meta-information/searchable 9 N N N Y Y Y Y Y Y N N Y N Y Y Y 10 0 6 
Thought support to augment search/identification 9 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 0 16 
Ability to re-sequence operators 8 N N N Y Y Y N Y N Y Y N Y Y N N 8 0 8 
Ability to shift representations (e.g., meta-templates) 8 Y N N N N Y N N N N Y Y Y Y Y N 7 0 9 
Artificial Intelligence (AI) 8 N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 0 16 
Compare alternatives (e.g., linear programs/stochastic) 8 N N N N Y Y N Y N Y Y N N N N N 5 0 11 
Dialogue and Collaboration Capabilities/Support 8 Y Y Y N N N N N Y N N N N N N N 4 0 12 
Easy to Use 8 C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 0 16 0 
Personalized (e.g., experience, org. level, decision scope) 8 C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 0 16 0 
Ability to adapt/create operators 7 N N N N N N N N N Y Y N N N N N 2 0 14 
Automated reports generation 7 N N N Y Y Y Y N N N N Y Y Y Y Y 9 0 7 
Experimentation with variables (sensitivity analysis) 7 N N N N  N Y N Y N Y Y N N N N N 4 0 12 
Distributed/web-based support 6 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N N Y Y N 11 0 5 
External-internal/balanced focus 6 N N N C C C C C N C C N C C C C 0 11 5 
Interactive/Flexible Modeling/Simulation 6 N N N N N Y N N N Y Y N N N N N 3 0 13 
Qualitative/quantitative data mixture 6 N C C N N N N N N N N Y N N N N 1 2 13 
Seamless integration (with other tools) 6 C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 0 16 0 
Trend analysis 5 N N N N Y Y Y Y N N Y Y Y Y Y N 9 0 7 
Data Management/Support 4 Y N N Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N N Y N N 8 0 8 
Decomposition into sub-problems 4 C N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 0 1 15 
Low system latency 4 C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C C 0 16 0 
Scalability/personalizability/customizability 4 Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y N Y Y Y Y 14 0 2 
Visualization/“Graphic Dashboards” 4 C N N N Y Y N Y N N Y Y N N N N 5 1 10 
Web content management systems 4 Y Y Y Y N Y Y N Y N N Y N Y Y N 10 0 6 
Y 8 5 6 11 13 17 8 13 6 10 16 8 8 14 10 6    
C 8 6 6 11 10 11 8 10 4 6 6 8 10 9 8 9    COUNTS (By Tool)
N 29 34 33 23 22 17 29 22 35 29 23 29 27 22 27 30    
 
